With a growing emphasis on students' ability to assess their own written works in teaching English as a Second Language (ESL) writing courses, self-assessment checklists are today regarded as useful tools. These checklists can help learners diagnose their own weaknesses and improve their writing performance. This necessitates development of checklists that guide the learners in assessing their own writing. In this study, a self-assessment checklist was developed for undergraduate students in an ESL context to help them with their argumentative essays. This paper presents the related literature and theories, based on which the checklist was developed. The checklist is described and its potential theoretical and practical implications in ESL writing classes are discussed. Further research is necessary to refine the checklist through focus group studies with lecturers and students.
Introduction
Despite their importance, few self-assessment checklists are available to help university undergraduate students specifically in writing argumentative essays. The existing self-assessment checklists designed for ESL argumentative writing do not seem to be able to help these students improve their argumentative writing skills. One of the few selfassessment checklists tested for their effectiveness is presented by Honsa (2013) . The checklist was generic and was accompanied by a guidance sheet. Although Honsa (2013) reports that the checklist helped the participants in the experimental group gain higher scores, she fails to mention the statistical significance of this difference. Moreover, nothing is mentioned on the validation procedure of this checklist which is also the case for most of the checklists available in the literature. Most of these checklists are generic and thus are not sensitive to the features that are specific to argumentative writing. Additionally, most checklists have not been developed on sound theoretical frameworks which can undermine their construct validity. For example, as it is the case with Honsa's (2013) checklist, it was adapted from a textbook by Oshima and Hogue (1997) , who do not provide any theoretical framework based on which they selected its sub-constructs.
It has been discovered that learners' awareness of specific schematic structures helps them improve in their writing (Beck & Jeffry, 2007) . This way, they become familiar with the different parts of a piece of writing, the way these parts are meaningfully interrelated, and the way they can be organized to fulfill a certain purpose. Research has revealed a change in the genre of writing will lead to variations in schematic structure (Lock & Lockhart, 1999) . As a result several genre-specific rating scales (e.g., Connor & Lauer, 1988; Glasswell et al., 2001; Wong, 1989 ) have been developed. However, to reiterate the aforementioned point, what is lacking in the literature is genre-specific selfassessment checklists, which help students evaluate and improve their own writing.
This study explores a number of preliminaries in developing a self-assessment checklist prototype for undergraduate ESL students in order to aid them in assessing their own argumentative essays. It highlights some important variables that characterize effective self-assessment checklists, based on theories of language competence, language assessment, and argumentation.
Self-Assessment Writing Checklists
There are several writing self-assessment checklists discussed in this section. In the self-assessment checklist developed by the Council of Europe (2001), writing ability is classified into a 6-level scale of beginner (A1), elementary (A2), intermediate (B1), upper-intermediate (B2), advanced (C1), and proficiency (C2) with a list of descriptors for each level. For example based on this checklist, a competent learner who has mastery over language at the last level (C2) can write clearly and effectively about everything ranging from letters and reports to articles, reviews, and summaries.
There are also self-assessment checklists which have been developed based on the available rating scales. Some researchers have used Jacobs et al.'s (1981) ESL Composition Profile to develop their own self-assessment checklists. The rubrics of this rating scale have been used by White and McGovern (1994) as well as Al-Hazmi and Scholfield (2007) to develop checklists which focus on different writing domains related to both form (grammar, vocabulary, mechanics, and text structure) and meaning (purpose, content, cohesion and response to readers, and main idea). These researchers used the ESL Composition Profile rubrics to provide explicit descriptions of these writing features to enable the learners in their studies to assess their own writing. With regard to content, learners were encouraged to evaluate their writings by asking questions on the relevance and adequacy of information, sufficient examples or evidence for supporting the main ideas, the existence of any gap in the information, and the balance in the amount of information provided for each section.
Scholars have emphasized the importance of assessing writing based on genre-specific instruments (Matsuda, 2003 , Strong, 1999 Beck & Jeffry, 2007; Jones, 1996; Hyland, 2003) . Such instruments focus on specific genres and are sensitive to variations in the content and organizational structure of different modes of writing. For example, in a checklist developed by Paulus (1999) based on Faigley and Witte's (1981) taxonomy of revisions, the learners are encouraged to assess their writings based on domains such as development of ideas, word choice, effective reasoning, introduction, and conclusion.
Scholars like Flower et al. (1986) have emphasized the processes that take place in the minds of the students while using writing checklists. They believe that learners should be encouraged to revise and explain rather than merely evaluating their written works. Accordingly, Demirel and Enginarlar (2007) as well as Paulus (1999) developed selfassessment checklists prompting students to read what they have written, provide a list of the ideas discussed in each paragraph, evaluate the essay unity, and finally explain the possible ways to revise and improve their papers. It is claimed that these checklists can help students become actively involved in the process of analyzing and evaluating the quality of their writing (Demirel & Enginarlar, 2007) . However, one problem with such checklists is that they are limited only to the revision phase of writing. A comprehensive checklist should include all the stages of writing such as generating and organizing ideas and planning arguments besides revising or editing the written work.
One may also common come across with self-assessment checklists which have been developed by faculty members to help students assess their writing. The University of Technology Sydney's Faculty of Law (2013) for instance provides a written guide for law students. The checklist includes style (using plain English), drafting (putting ideas in logical order), coherent and cohesion markers, word choice, grammatical definitions, punctuation, as well as reference to statements of law and numbering. However, this checklist has a number of limitations. It lacks a theoretical background, is lengthy, is accompanied by a list of definitions for grammatical terms (and some guidelines that do not go beyond the basic writing skills), and does not specifically focus on argumentative writing skills. As another example, the UCLA School of Law's (n.d.) writing checklist provides a short list of dos and don'ts, such as word use, paragraphing, style, and grammatical accuracy. However, this checklist cannot be regarded as a self-standing guide for helping students with their argumentative writing since it only partially presents some of the features of a good argumentative essay. The checklist lacks comprehensiveness which is due to the fact that it was not developed based on a theoretical framework and which undermines its construct validity.
The next section provides a discussion of a theoretical framework that formulates the development of a genre-specific self-assessment checklist.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of this study is based on the Pyramid of Argumentation (Nimehchisalem, 2010 ) and the Process Approach, which are described in the following sub-sections.
Pyramid of Argumentation
The Pyramid of Argumentation adapts and integrates the elements of communicative language competence and argumentation. The Theory of Communicative Language Ability (Bachman, 1990) , Taxonomy of Components of Language Competence (Bachman, 1990) , the Theory of Classical Rhetoric (Kinneavy, 1971) , and Model of Argument (Toulmin, 2003) are slightly modified and combined in the form of a pyramid to be discussed in the following sections.
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67 3.1.1 Theory of Communicative Language Ability (Bachman, 1990) The Communicative Language Ability (CLA) includes the 'world knowledge' 'language competence', 'strategic competence', 'psychophysiological mechanisms' (discarded in the Pyramid of Argumentation), and 'context of situation' (Figure 1 ). Figure 1 . Components of Communicative Language Ability (Adapted from Bachman, 1990) Based on Bachman's CLA theory, besides students' language competence their world or topical knowledge is also considered in assessing their writing. Equally important in writing assessment is strategic competence. According to Bachman and Palmer (1996, pp. 71-75) goal setting, planning, and assessment comprise the three areas of metacognitive strategy use where strategic competence can work. Strategic competence can help student writers 'set goals' based on what they intend to do with the language. They also use strategic competence to 'assess' their available topical and language knowledge resources in order to predict whether they can fulfill the task. Based on this assessment, they identify the most suitable resource that can help them complete the task. Additionally, 'planning' assists writers to decide on how to select the appropriate concepts from their existing language and world resources. Planning may involve outlining one's response to the task.
The final element of the CLA theory is the context of situation. In order to create an appropriate and effective argument, students should integrate their world and language knowledge in accordance with the context in which that communication takes place. Attention to the context will help them use a suitable style. (Bachman, 1990) The Taxonomy of Language Competence Components is composed of 'organizational' and 'pragmatic' competencies (Bachman, 1990) . While organizational competence deals with the way in which sentences and text are organized, pragmatic competence helps language users relate sentences and texts "to the communicative goals of the language user and to the features of language use setting" (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 68) . The two components of organizational knowledge are grammatical and textual knowledge that help students form and understand sentences. Grammatical knowledge is classified into vocabulary, syntax, morphology, and graphology. Textual knowledge, on the other hand, helps students form and understand texts that are longer than two sentences. The two components of textual knowledge are cohesion (explicit relationships among sentences), and rhetorical organization (organizational structure of written texts).
Taxonomy of Components of Language Competence
The two components of pragmatic knowledge include functional and sociolinguistic knowledge. Functional knowledge enables students to interpret the intended meanings. It allows them to i) share ideas and feelings (ideational function), ii) affect the world around (manipulative function), iii) learn and extend their knowledge (heuristic function), and iv) use language imaginatively for creative and aesthetic purposes (imaginative function). Finally, sociolinguistic knowledge enables students to make appropriate use of language regarding the social context. Dialects, registers, idioms, cultural references, as well as figures of speech can be encoded or decoded with the help of this knowledge.
3.1.3 Theory of Classical Rhetoric (Kinneavy, 1971) Kinneavy (1971) reintroduced argumentation following Greek philosophers like Aristotle. The Theory of Classical Rhetoric includes ethos (ethical appeal), logos (logical appeal, replaced by Toulmin's Model of Argument in the Pyramid of Argumentation), pathos (emotional appeals, discarded in the Pyramid of Argumentation), rhetorical situation, rhetorical style, as well as arrangement (Kinneavy, 1971 ). The theory is slightly modified and presented in this section (Figure 3) . Figure 3 . The Classical Rhetoric with slight modifications (adapted from Kinneavy, 1971) Ethical appeal, also known as ethos or appeal to character helps writers create a good impression in their readers through good sense (by demonstrating astuteness and resourcefulness), good morals (by showing integrity), and good will (by showing good intentions). According to Crowley and Hawhee (2004) , rhetorical situation (kairos) is "the context of a rhetorical act; minimally made up of a rhetor, an issue, and an audience" (p. 437). The major elements of a rhetorical situation include occasion, purpose, and audience (Reid, 1993) . A piece of language that sounds suitable for a particular rhetorical situation can be completely inappropriate for another. Arrangement was commonly regarded to have six elements, including "exordium, narration, division, proof, refutation and peroration" (Lanham, 1991, p. 171) . Exordium is the introduction, which is a general statement related to the topic and attracts readers' attention. Narration, or the thesis statement, is where one states one's position in relation to the topic. Division consists of a brief list of the ideas that one plans to mention in one's arguments. Proof, or confirmation, comes in the body paragraphs providing support for one's position. Refutation involves anticipating and acknowledging the possible objections and refuting them by providing reasons. Peroration, commonly referred to as conclusion, is the recap of the mentioned arguments. The style of an argument can be determined by its topic, vocabulary, intended effect on the reader, and syntax (Lanham, 1991) . The more serious a topic is, the more formal the style should be. Following ancient rhetoricians, Crowley (1994) presents correctness, clarity, appropriateness, and ornament as the four features of style. Using language which is consistent with the conventional grammar as well as conventions of spelling and punctuation is known as correctness. As one of the most crucial features of English language writing style, clarity means that the intended meaning is communicated transparently and lucidly. For Greek masters out-dated, technical, and new or 69 colloquial words could diminish clarity, but this would depend on the rhetorical situation. When the reader is expected to have expert knowledge about the topic, technical words can contribute to clarity. Appropriateness necessitates the writer's sensitivity to the rhetorical situation (occasion, purpose, and audience). For example, a police report would require a more formal style than a personal letter. Finally, ornament is creative and impressive use of language by using figurative language like metaphors and similes, which if used appropriately, can make the argument more engaging. In classical Greece, students were encouraged to make emotional appeals to contribute to the persuasive power of their arguments. In the related literature, argumentative and persuasive writing are often used interchangeably. However, there are researchers that differentiate the two. For instance, Glenn et al. (2004) state that making appeals to logic and ethics is typical in 'argumentative' writing whereas in 'persuasive' texts in addition to them frequent appeals are also made to emotions. Connor and Lauer (1988) make a similar distinction between the two. Additionally, Nimehchisalem (2010) reports that in his analysis of 100 argumentative essays, while there were 144 and 112 occurrences of logical and ethical appeals, emotional appeals had a negligibly low frequency (12), which was only 4% of the total number of appeals made in all the samples. For this reason, in the Pyramid of Argumentation, the emotional appeal was discarded. Logical appeal can be achieved through rational thoughts and reasoning. It is divided into three elements of example, topic, and enthymeme (Kinneavy, 1971) . In the Pyramid of Argumentation, these elements have been replaced by Toulmin's model due to its practicality and preciseness. 3.1.4 Model of Argument (Toulmin, 2003) The Model of Argument consists of six interrelated elements of claim, data, warrant, qualifier, backing and rebuttal (Toulmin, 2003) . In a good argument, the writer i) makes a claim, ii) provides data to support the claim, iii) may bridge the gap between the claim and data with a warrant, iv) supports the warrant by using backings, v) accounts for the probable objections with the help of rebuttals, and vi) may use qualifiers to indicate the level of certainty of these elements. Thus, the above-mentioned theories were integrated after they were slightly modified to form a three-sided pyramid on four columns (Figure 4 ).
Figure 4. Pyramid of Argumentation
As the figure illustrates, the Pyramid of Argumentation includes (i) ethical appeal, (ii) logical appeal represented by Toulmin's model, (iii) rhetorical situation, as well as (iv) style and arrangement. This integrative framework is also informed by both language and language assessment theories, represented by the four columns: (i) knowledge of language, (ii) strategic competence, (iii) context of situation, and (iv) world knowledge on which the pyramid lies.
The Process Approach
While the items of the checklist were based on the components of Pyramid of Argumentation, its overall structure was designed following the Process Approach. The Process Approach to ESL writing instruction focuses on the recursive processes occurring in the student writer's mind while drafting, revising, and editing rather than focusing on the final product (Elbow, 1973; Emig, 1971; Raimes, 1983) . The proponents of the Process Approach argue that in their process of self-discovery, second language learners require a teacher's facilitative role in a positive and co-operative environment (Atkinson, 2003; Matsuda, 2003) . Similarly, in the area of assessment, there is an increasing emphasis on continuous assessment of learners' involvement, effort, and progress. There is an increasing interest in formative assessment which promotes continuous focus on students' written drafts throughout their writing process (Alderson, 2004) . In a classroom that follows this approach, the teacher helps learners discover and reformulate ideas in prewriting, writing and post-writing, by encouraging the students to express themselves freely (Flower & Hayes, 1984; Raimes, 1991) . In so doing, the teacher can gradually reduce their role and can motivate learners to write as much as possible (Hyland, 2003; Matsuda, 2003) .
The Self-Assessment Checklist for ESL Argumentative Writing
Research indicates that among three types of teacher commentary, imperative comments result in more revisions in student drafts (Sugita, 2006) . For this reason, the imperative mode was used to word the items of the prototype checklist (the full checklist is shown in Appendix A). The checklist is divided into three main sections, namely Before Writing (with 7 items), While Writing (with 4 items), and After Writing (with 9 items). Next to each item, students are given three choices: they may check the item 'done', 'pending' or 'not applicable'. As the task may not sometimes allow students to follow some of the items in the checklist, the choice 'not applicable' makes it more flexible by letting them disregard any of the items that they may find irrelevant. The checklist is followed by an extended guide, which gives further details for each item (Appendix B). The extended guide provides the rationale behind each item. Additionally, it uses examples to explain how to follow each item.
The first section of the checklist, Before Writing, emphasizes the fact that good writing is the result of good reading. The section also encourages students to list up ideas and plan before they actually start writing. Students also learn that they should consider different aspects of the issue under discussion. Finally, they are also instructed to be selective with the arguments that they choose to discuss. The next section, While Writing, is a step-by-step guide helping students write an argumentative piece. A feature of this section is that it encourages the students to write more fluently by starting with the body paragraphs. Delaying writing the introduction until one has written the body paragraphs helps students to save time and avoid writers' block. The section also emphasizes the importance of originality of the students' written work and avoidance of plagiarism. Another crucial point that is mentioned in this section is the idea of being relevant to the main idea. Students are finally given instructions on how to organize their writing into separate paragraphs.
The final section, After Writing, is meant to help students analyze, evaluate, and improve their written products. Basically derived from the taxonomy of Components of Language Competence (Bachman, 1990) , this section provides a comprehensive guide for students to revise and edit their works. The section focuses on important features of ESL argumentative writing, including task fulfillment, content, organization, vocabulary, style, grammar, and mechanics. A strong point of this section is that it prompts students to seek help from more proficient peers by getting them to peerreview their written works. This highlights the social nature of writing in which individuals write to communicate with a clearly defined picture of their audience in mind, as the potential members of the target discourse community to which they are writing.
It should be noted that dividing the checklist into the aforementioned sections by no means suggests that the writing process is linear. The Process Approach views writing as a recursive process which cannot be simply broken into clearcut pre-/post-writing stages. A closer look at the checklist shows how students who follow the checklist will have to move back and forth in their written pieces as well as in the checklist itself before they complete their work.
Conclusion
The present checklist provides some pointers for students who wish to be more proficient in argumentative writing. Argumentative writing skills are important for university students since they enable them to articulate and document their thoughts well especially at the workplace after they graduate. These skills include i) planning for writing through reading related texts for identifying and analyzing the main arguments and counter-arguments, ii) writing coherently and cohesively by starting with a claim and providing evidence for it, iii) organizing and linking the main ideas clearly in the body paragraphs, iv) summarizing the main arguments followed by a conclusion, and v) checking the final draft for organization, vocabulary use, style, and grammatical accuracy. Such an inventory of writing skill awareness and practice can provide a basis for further studies on the correlation between its items and writing success, the effectiveness of its application in improving the writing skill, and the development of similar checklists for other genres.
Furthermore, the present checklist is developed based on a theoretical framework in which the Theory of Classical Rhetoric, Toulmin's Model of Argument and Bachman's model have been integrated. The checklist supports student writers throughout the process of writing. Unlike most of the available checklists, it avoids merely focusing on students' written products; rather, it guides students as they start writing argumentative texts from the scratch. Moreover, in addition to helping students analyze and evaluate their written works, it provides recommendations based on which these written works can be improved.
From a broader perspective, one of the major issues for institutes of higher education today worldwide is how employable their graduates are. Communicative and argumentative ability of a job applicant is among the most crucial skills examined by most prospective employers. In order to build a successful career, most university graduates need to be able to examine the ideas for or against a case, provide proof to stand or refute a given position, and convince others to believe in one's argument and act accordingly. The present checklist is expected to help university students develop this important skill.
Appendix A: Self-assessment Checklist for English as a Second Language Argumentative Writing
Based on the theories of language learning and teaching, this checklist has been developed to help you in writing argumentative papers. The checklist items have been divided into three sections, before writing, while writing, and after writing. The checklist is followed by an extended guide, which provides more detailed descriptions and examples on some of the items that you may find hard to understand. In front of the items that you have followed or will consider, check the cell under 'Done' or 'Pending', respectively. You may decide to ignore some of the items depending on the task by checking the cell under 'Not applicable'. anticipate it may be questioned by the reader. 5.5. Anticipate rebuttals and provide proof for rejecting them. 5.6. Use qualifiers (e.g., certainly) to show the strength of arguments. 6. Organize your ideas.
Before Writing
6.1. Present your arguments and counter-arguments in the body paragraphs. 6.2. At the beginning of the first paragraph, write a general statement about the topic. 6.3. In the first paragraph, clearly state your position in the argument.
Alternatively, you may state your purpose of writing this paper. 6.4. At the end of the first paragraph, you may briefly list the arguments and counter-arguments to be discussed in the paper. 6.5. Present a summary of your arguments and conclude. 6.6. Link your sentences together. 6.7. Link your ideas together logically. 7. Revise the first draft of your paper to improve its content and organization. 
After Writing

